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(916) 445-4538 

Santa Barhnra Dc??uty County Counsel 
205 E. .Ariamrxu Street 
Santa Bar&a, California 93101 

Dear _ _._..___ ___ 

Tn your letter of January 17, you asked our opinion 
to two different problems. 

the first situation t_rou describe is one in which 
A sells to 8, C, and D as 3oint tenants and then D sells 
his interest to 3 and C leaving them as the sole rezaining 
joint tenants. You ask if this transfer constitutes a changs 
.h ownership. 

Your second prablzm concerns appraisal cm cmpI.etion 
of a structure that has been in the process of construction 
for several years and has been appraised as partially 
completed on each previolzs lien dates. You GSLL ~:h2ther the 
assessor should ,assess the total pmpcrty at its "fair rr,arket 
value" at the time of its coxyletion. 

With reqard to your first question, wz agree the 
statement in Rule 462(b)(6) appears to be contrary to AE 1013. 
As you pointed out, this apparent inconsistency is due to 
the fact that Rule 462(b)(6) o;nitted the phrase "in a joist 
tenancy described in (b) (2) above." Clearly it was our iZt.Z?.t 
to be in ctmformity with Section 65(a) (2). I therefore will 
suggest the above-referenced phrase be added to the rule at 
the next opyrtunity. To anstfer vour specific quastion, we 
muld regard the transf er of D's interest to B aDd C as a 
change in ownership. 

In regard to your second question concerning the 
appraisal on conple*_ion of the strfucture that,has been i;l tZlt3 
0roc~ms cf cmrstruction for several years, it is our c9izG.m 
the entire stsctzre is to be reap?raiscd at its fair m.rl-srst 
value at the date of cmrplction without regard to praviisus 
appraisals of cxxxstruction in progress on previous lien dates. 



Xlt,!~OU3h I r2cocmize an arqsmik c3m he m-25 m&r 
Secti3n 7!(.1) !I) t%at tfie rcnyraizal 52 limit4 to the 
acttla.1 csrls tructim t?mt oczmmx3 fron the last lie-1 3zze, 
such a cqnclusion would ;xtkc that last sentence of 'sction 71 
a nulJitv. Tn view of t3is, it is o'er opinion Section 71 
should be roa? to recgire full appraisal of the su5,sct 
property at $12!),330 rather than the $93,000. 

I agree that legislation should be introduced to 
make tfiis psition clearer. 

Very truly yours, 

Glenn L. Riqby 
Assistant Chief Counsel 
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